Introduction
How does cohabitation affect turnout? Cohabitation has been differently evoked to explain the outcomes of the 2002 French elections: Whereas some authors blamed the long cohabitation between President Chirac and Prime Minister Lionel Jospin for Jean-Marie Le Pen's success at the presidential elections (Parodi, 2002) , others held the issue of cohabitation responsible for the outcome of the legislative elections. 1 However, the impact of the issue of cohabitation on election turnout has not been quantitatively assessed.
In this chapter we analyse the impact of the issue of cohabitation on turnout in the French legislative elections 2002. We here treat cohabitation as the French version of divided government 2 in order to establish a comparative perspective, arguing that research on French politics can profit from theories and findings of general debates in the literature. At the same time the case of France can stimulate and improve comparative research on divided government, if at least by pointing out seemingly counter intuitive phenomena for other political systems.
Elections are the central link between constituents and representatives. Through elections, citizens are able to participate in policy-making -for the most part -indirectly by choosing policymakers. It is the way to hold politicians accountable. Moreover, competitive elections also establish a reverse link since elected representatives have to pay attention to their constituents in order to get re-elected. Understanding why people participate in elections is thus one of the core questions in order to understand the nature of representation, the degree of responsiveness of a given polity and the functioning of the democratic political process at large. By all means, there is already a vast body of literature trying to explain participation at the polls. By investigating the impact of cohabitation on turnout, however, we add a new explanation of abstention. In a catalogue compiled by Bréchon (1998: 34-40 ) the author explains abstention in France with socioeconomic variables, anti-political sentiments of the non-voters and a loose compilation of factors comprising various forms of situative and rationalist forms of non-participation. Bréchon's catalogue thus clearly contains most dimensions common in the political behaviour literature such as Socioeconomic Status (SES) and alienation from parties and the political system. However, another dimension that is usually called "abstention from indifference" (also see Davis et al. 1970: 437; Enelow and Hinich, 1984: 90) is not included in Bréchon's catalogue. Abstention from indifference is assumed to occur when eligible voters are cross-pressured; they feel torn between policy and common non-policy issues such as candidate characteristics (Enelow and Hinich, 1984: 80ff.) . As an addition to this common understanding of indifference we argue here that in the 2002 French legislative elections a large part of voters were confronted with dilemmas resulting from cross-pressures of policy or partisan and polity, or as we term them here, regime preferences. We investigate whether in 2002 the question of a future cohabitation was an issue that cross-pressured individual voters bringing about electoral indifference and, ultimately, making them more likely to abstain.
The chapter is structured in the following manner: We start off by briefly reviewing the literature on turnout and abstention. We then develop a theory of abstention from indifference caused by partisanregime cross-pressures. Based on this theory we generate two hypotheses that are tested in a comprehensive turnout model. Besides variables measuring partisan and regime preferences we also control for traditional explanations of turnout such as SES and alienation in this model. Our analysis is based on data derived from a survey that we conducted between the presidential and the legislative elections (Schmitt and Gschwend 2002) . Estimation results and statistical simulations provide evidence that regime preferences play a decisive role for the decision to participate in an election. When someone's regime preferences conflict with his or her partisan preferences, the probability of abstention was assumed to rise -in the first round of the 2002 parliamentary election this held especially for supporters of the left. Finally, we conclude by evaluating the impact of cohabitation on turnout in the 2002 French legislatives and beyond.
Abstention in France
The abstention rate of 35.6 per cent in the first round of the 2002 legislative elections just beat the Fifth Republic's legislatives abstention record of the year of 1988 that amounted to 34.26 per cent. The growing abstention rates since the 1970s have given rise to lamentos over the crisis of representation (Lijphart, 1997) and the 'dépolitisation des citoyens'. 3 Abstention has become one of the most studied fields of electoral behaviour. In the case of France since Lancelot's early monograph on abstention (Lancelot, 1968) , various articles have been published on the subject (Rosenthal and Sen, 1973; Chiche and Dupoirier, 1998; Subileau and Toinet, 1989; Appleton, 2000) . A fine summary on the state of the art is given by Bréchon (1998: 17-42) . In the literature on abstention in France the authors usually distinguish between non-registration (non-inscription) and abstention. The estimations on the non-registration rates vary between about 4 per cent and 11 per cent of the electorate (Appleton, 2000: 210) , Bréchon assumes about 10 per cent of non-registration (Bréchon, 1998: 19) . In this chapter we focus on actual abstention. However, we treat voting 'blanc et nul' (blank and invalid) as abstention, since the indifference structure to be analysed here is assumed to lead to either of the two behaviours. 4 How is abstention explained for the case of France? Bréchon differentiates between three types of abstention dominant in France: Firstly, Bréchon explains abstention with social indicators such as low SES, secondly by anti-political sentiments that imply critical assessments of the political system as well as the political elites and, thirdly, reasons that comprise, for example, rational decisions of voters who weigh costs and benefits of their electoral participation and only vote when they expect their vote to be decisive. Other examples of non-voters are supporters who follow their favoured party's call to abstain, voters who cannot repeat their first-ballot electoral choice in the second-ballot and feel hostile towards the remaining candidates (Converse and Pierce, 1986: 344) or supporters who abstain in second-order elections to give an indirect wake-up call to their party that currently holds the power (Fauvelle-Aymar et al. 2000) . 5 However, an abstention from indifference resulting from psychological cross-pressured preference orders is not included in Bréchon's catalogue of abstention. 6
Cross-pressures and turnout
No matter whether you prefer the "Columbia", "Michigan" or "Rochester" school, traditional models of voting behaviour agree that voters are likely to vote for the party they like most. Although they have different models of an individual's decision-making process they assume that voters are able to form partisan preferences that helps them to decide whether they go to the polls and for which party they are going to vote. Thus, a partisan preference is a major yardstick that helps them to come to grips with their vote-choice decision. What happens, though, if voters' partisan preferences cannot be of any help to them because voters feel cross-pressured, that is, they feel torn between two or more parties?
Lazarsfeld et al. can be considered the pioneers of the effect of crosspressures on partisan preference and voting behaviour in general (Lazarsfeld et al. 1948: 53, 60, 61) . For Lazarsfeld et al. cross-pressures are "conflicts and inconsistencies among the factors which influence vote decision. [ . . . ] cross pressures upon the voter drive him in opposite directions" (Lazarsfeld et al. 1948: 53) . The sources of this kind of crosspressures stem from the combination of conflicting sociological factors. Campbell et al. use the term cross-pressure to refer to an attitude conflict bearing on the individual (Campbell etal. 1960: 80) . For them the degree of attitude consistency determines not only the time when an individual finally reaches a firm vote intention, but they also suspect that crosspressures arising from inconsistent attitude objects are likely to reduce the probability of turnout (Campbell et al. 1960: 83) . In rational choice approaches, which centre on individual utility-maximising strategies as a decision criterion, a theory of abstention from indifference has been elaborated in more depth (Davis et al. 1970; Riker and Ordeshook, 1973; Enelow and Hinich, 1984; Thurner and Eymann, 2000) . In spatial models of voting behaviour abstention from indifference occurs when two parties or candidates have the same Euclidian distance from the voter's ideal point and (s)he therefore may abstain from voting "because it simply does not make much difference to him who wins" (Enelow and Hinich, 1984: 90) . 7 What if voters employ various utility functions? Or similarly: what if voters not only form partisan preferences but also form preferences about the consequences of an election on the type or structure of government? Do voters form regime preferences, that is, do they prefer unified over divided government or vice versa, and cast their vote accordingly to let their vote choice reflect their regime preferences? 8 If voters form regime preferences, then these preferences should influence their decisionmaking process as well. 9 The election campaigns made the cohabitation issue highly salient. 10 Many commentators blamed the cohabitation issue for the election outcome. The structure of the two sets of two elections also potentially enabled what might be called regime concerned voting behaviour. Voting behaviour is regime concerned, when individuals integrate the expected regime implications of their vote choice into their decision calculus. 11 How can regime preferences play out in the super election year of 2002 such that partisan and regime preferences stay in conflict with one another? Right before the first round of the parliamentary election in June of 2002 voters clearly knew that Chirac was re-elected President and which regime implications their legislative vote choices had 12 : Following a bipolar understanding of French politics a vote choice for the moderate right increased the probability of a return to unified government, while a vote choice for the left increased the probability of another cohabitation. However, this particular structure of elections, that is, the reduction of presidential term of office to five years and the modification of the electoral calendar will probably become the rule, can augment dilemmas for voters. Voters may have contrasting partisan and regime preferences that they might integrate into their decision-making process. In 2002 when an eligible voter at the same time supported a party of the left and a unified government he or she faced such a cross-pressure situation. A similar dilemma, of course, applied for a supporter of the right who actually favoured divided government. 13 How do voters solve such cross-pressure dilemmas? Voters could either cast their vote in accordance with their partisan preferences or cast a vote that reflects their regime preferences. Alternatively they may decide to abstain altogether. When partisan and regime preferences neutralise one another, the voter might resolve the resulting cross-pressure situation by abstaining from the election.
The following two hypotheses sum up these considerations:
1. Supporters of the left preferring unified government (i.e. partisan and regime preferences are conflicting) are more likely to abstain than supporters of the left who prefer divided government. 2. Supporters of the right preferring divided government (i.e. partisan and regime preferences are conflicting) are more likely to abstain than supporters of the right who prefer unified government.
Operationalisation
The data we analyse here comes from a survey conducted between the second round of the presidential elections and the first round of the elections for the Assemblée nationale. 14 The respondents thus knew that Jacques Chirac was re-elected as President.
Our dependent variable, turnout at the first round of the legislatives, is dichotomously scoring one if the respondent intends to vote for a particular party candidate and zero otherwise including casting an invalid or blank ballot. To investigate the impact of regime preferences on turnout 15 we first had to identify a voter's attitude towards cohabitation. For this we used the following item: «S'agissant d'une éventuelle future cohabitation, de quelle opinion vous sentez-vous le plus proche?» 16
Then, respondents were presented the following alternatives: (a) « une cohabitation serait une bonne chose pour la France », or (b) «une cohabitation serait une mauvaise chose pour la France ». 17 How do respondents generate an answer to such a question? From research on the survey response, we know that voters simply make one up if they have no ready-made answer they could provide (Zaller, 1992; Zaller and Feldman, 1992) . To make-up an answer, it is likely that respondents in an interview situation encode this question purely in a partisan way since they are likely to have at least some kind of partisan orientation to draw on. Encoded in this manner and given the outcome of the presidentielles, leftists should therefore favour cohabitation while voters on the right should consequently oppose cohabitation. A purely partisan interpretation of the issue, however, can be neglected for the group that we are primarily interested in, which are the eligible voters who express contrasting regime and partisan preferences.
Our hypotheses predict that if voters' partisan and regime preferences are conflicting, then they are more likely to abstain than voters where partisan and regime preferences are in line. Thus besides voters' attitudes towards cohabitation we need to measure their partisan preferences as well.
We derive every respondent's partisan preference order from standard 10-point party likes/dislikes scales to find out his or her most preferred party. Supporters of the political right are coded 1 if they most prefer a party of the political right, such as Union pour la démocracie française (UDF), Rassemblement pour la république (RPR) or Démocratie liberale (DL). 18 Analogously, supporters of the political left are coded 1 if they most prefer a party of the left, such as Parti socialiste (PS), the Greens, Parti communiste français (PCF) or Mouvement des citoyens (MDC). 19 The excluded category, thus, consists of respondents who most prefer parties of the extreme left and right. 20 All together we have likes/dislikes scales for nine parties including all parties above as well as Front national (FN) (extreme right) and Lutte ouvrière (LO) (extreme left). We will not engage in the debate on whether left-right ideological attachment or party identification should be used as political anchor in France (Converse and Pierce, 1993; Fleury and Lewis-Beck, 1993a,b; Fauvelle-Aymar et al. 2000: 398) . Instead, in addition to party preferences we also control for ideological self-placement in order to determine broadly where a voter is anchored into the political realm. Ideology is measured as respondent's self-placement on 11-point left/right scale recoded to a 0 to 1 scale where higher values reflect a self-placement further on the right.
In order to test our main hypotheses we construct two dummy variables indicating whether or not partisan and regime preferences are conflicting. Thus supporters of the left score 1 on the 'regime-left' dummy if they oppose cohabitation and supporters of the right score 1 on the 'regime-right' dummy if they favour cohabitation. Thus we expect both dummies to be significantly negative since voters faced with this crosspressure situation should be less likely to turnout. In our sample we find that about 15 per cent of the supporters of the right favour cohabitation, that is, they report polity preferences that stay in contrast with their partisan preferences. For supporters of the left the respective number is even higher. Here almost every third supporter of the left reports a polity preference that cross-pressures his or her partisan preference. Moreover, every fourth respondent that plans to abstain faces such a cross-pressure situation. These people are on average slightly higher educated and place themselves ideologically more to the left than the average respondent in our sample.
Our main hypotheses are geared towards explaining turnout at the individual level that should operate above and beyond well-known and often replicated findings about hypothetical causal mechanisms that predict turnout. It is important to control for these alternative causal mechanisms in order to establish that there is a specific cross-pressure effect on turnout and separate it out from the effects of the remaining variables to assess the particular strength of this cross-pressure effect on turnout (Gschwend, 2003) . Following Brèchon's (1998) typology of abstention in France, we control for alternative hypotheses by including the following variables in our model. First, to control for socioeconomic status of the respondent we include the respondent's age (ranging from 18 to 84 in our sample) in our model as well as 0 to 1 scales for education and income. 21 We refer to the Appendix for the exact coding.
Second, in order to account for the anti-political dimension that is thought to partly explain turnout behaviour we include measures for partisan alienation, political interest and political efficacy. Partisan alienation refers to the feeling of minimal connection to one's most preferred party. 22 We measure the intensity of that feeling by the difference of a respondent's placement of his or her most preferred party from the theoretical maximum value (i.e., 10) on the party likes/dislikes scale and recode it to a 0 to 1 scale. Political interest is known to have an impact on an individual's decision to participate in the election (Lazarsfeld et al. 1948: 47; Campbell et al. 1960: 102; Lancelot, 1968: 162-167; Verba and Nie, 1972) . We measure it subjectively by a respondent's selfplacement on a 4-point scale ranging from 0 ("not at all interested") to 1 ("very interested"). Finally, starting with Campbell et al. (1954: 187) the political behaviour literature suggests that political efficacy is also a strong predictor of turnout. We construct an additive political efficacy index, reflecting a respondent's subjective perception of political competence to influence the political system, based on four efficacy-items to control for that. We refer to the appendix for the exact wording. 23 Third, in order to account for the election-specific dimension, we measure the impact of abstention from indifference. As we have argued, indifference can arise not only because respondents feel cross-pressured given their policy preferences, something the current literature suggests, we additionally propose that abstention from indifference might occur because a voter's partisan and regime preferences are conflicting. We assume that respondents' policy preferences as well as the importance they attribute to various policies colour their partisan lenses with which they perceive the political realm. At the same time respondents' partisan preferences reflect to some degree their policy preferences. Parties, in such a respect, can thus to some degree be perceived as policy bundles. Therefore indifferent partisans most prefer a party of the left and of the right at the same time. Hence, we construct a dummy for the group with indifferent partisan preferences. Respondents are coded 1 if they have tied both, a party of the left and the right, on the first rank and 0 otherwise. 24
Cohabitation turns me out?
In order to test our two hypotheses and asses their substantive impact on the decision to turnout, controlling for rival or complementing 0333_994191_13_cha09.fm Page 162 Thursday, September 11, 2003 5:44 PM hypotheses, we estimate a logit model. The coefficient estimates are presented in Table 9 .1 whereby the last two independent variables are the key variables to test our hypotheses.
Overall, the fit of our turnout model is excellent. Based on this model we correctly predict more than nine out of ten respondents. A naive guess that everyone would turn out given the skewed distribution of the dependent variable would allow one to predict turnout with 91.6 per cent accuracy. Our model yields after all an 8.5 per cent reduction in error over this baseline naive guess. 25 The message of the results is unambiguous. The universe of possible explanations of turnout is clearly multidimensional. The anti-political dimension seems to be the main dimension that is able to explain turnout in France. It might be surprising to some observers of French politics but the SES dimension does not contribute above and beyond the anti-political as well as conjectural dimensions to an explanation of turnout. We find that quite comforting because it shows that a political act like turnout seems to be best explained by political and attitudinal variables instead of coarse social characteristics. There might be possible conditional effects of SES factors on turnout that we have not specified here but there are no significant main effects of any conceivable SES variable on turnout, although age comes close. All three indicators of the anti-political dimension -alienation, political interests as well as political efficacy -on the other hand, as expected, exert a significant effect on turnout, confirming prior work on this topic.
The main interest of this analysis is, however, to assess the impact of the conjectural dimension on turnout. Does this dimension contribute to the explanation of turnout? It seems that voters that are indifferent between a party of the left and a party of the right are not significantly more likely to abstain than to turn out. Thus abstention seems to be no typical way out of this dilemma for respondents with indifferent partisan preferences. 26 If we focus merely on whether respondents are anchored on the left or the right of the political spectrum whereby their polity preferences are in line with their partisan preferences (measured by the "Right" and "Left" dummy), as expected, our results do not provide evidence that such respondents are systematically more likely to turn out or to abstain. However, if respondents feel cross-pressured because they prefer on the one hand a party of the left but on the other hand prefer unified over divided government, as the "Regime-Left" dummy indicates, such respondents are systematically less likely to go to the polls. For such respondents abstention seems to be a way out of this cross-pressure situation -a finding that confirms our first hypothesis. We cannot confirm our second hypothesis, though, since respondents who prefer a party on the right and prefer divided government are not systematically different in their propensity to participate than supporters of the right who favour unified government. Thus, attitudes towards cohabitation seem to exert significant cross-pressures only for supporters of the left.
Why is that? We think there are at least two explanations responsible for producing this asymmetry. First, we have the campaign strategy of the left demonising cohabitation early on and thereby making this issue stick with their electorate. Of course, the left run into problems with such a strategy after loosing the presidentielles. Thus the discourse against cohabitation to persuade the public that France needs to restore a coherent executive is likely to produce more cross-pressures on the left than the right. This can only be part of an explanation since the cross-pressures on the right are not simply weaker but essentially inexistent. Thus, there has to be a second explanation. Imagine a supporter of the right 0333_994191_13_cha09.fm Page 164 Thursday, September 11, 2003 5:44 PM preferring cohabitation because this supporter supposedly favours checking power and balancing policy over a coherent executive. But who should be elected to check power? The left is not really a strong and unified counterpart going into the parliamentary elections and without a charismatic leader it is hard to foresee what kind of balance such a supporter would get. Given the strong showing of Le Pen, a unified government might not be the preferred option but is still a better option than having a strong extreme right in parliament. Thus, rather than abstaining, such supporters do actually turnout overcoming their cross-pressures and, conceivably, also trying to minimise the impact of the extremists, too.
Nevertheless, based on our data, abstention by indifference seems to be relevant not merely when respondents feel cross-pressured given their policy preferences, something the literature suggests, but rather when respondents' clear partisan and polity preferences are not in line with one another. Our results show that abstention by indifference need not be simply a partisan or policy cross-pressure effect. In order to become politically relevant, abstention by indifference has to be associated with a feeling of being torn between policy (or partisan) and polity (or regime) preferences that create cross-pressures. Thus, in addition to partisan indifference, we argue that particular cross-pressure situations might drive voters to abstain. In the case of the 2002 elections they abstain not because they are indifferent between parties but rather because their partisan and regime preferences are conflicting.
How strong are these cross-pressure effects compared to other effects? Since a logit model is non-linear and non-additive, the substantive interpretation of these coefficients is not straightforward. The effects of estimated coefficients depend upon values of the other variables and coefficients. To take full advantage of the information available in these estimation results we run some statistical simulations to compute quantities of substantive interest based on these coefficients. 27 One way to assess the substantive impact is through "first differences" (King et al. 2000) . The idea behind this is to compare the predicted likelihood of turnout of two hypothetical voters who only differ in a characteristic of interest. The difference of the model predictions between these two hypothetical voters represents the substantive impact of this characteristic. So let us define two hypothetical respondents that most prefer a party of the left. Lets assume that both respondents are no different from the average French respondent in our survey in terms of their characteristics on both, the SES as well as the anti-political dimensions. We purposefully let them differ in their attitudes towards cohabitation, though. One of them favours divided government, that is, regime preferences are in line with partisan preferences. The simulations reveal that such a respondent has a probability of about 97 per cent to actually turn out at the first round of the legislatives. The other hypothetical respondent opposes divided government and consequently has to deal with this cross-pressure situation. His or her predicted probability to actually turn out drops to about 92 percent. Thus, having to deal with such a cross-pressure situation between partisan and regime preferences reduces the predicted probability of going to the polls of an otherwise average supporter of the left by about 5 percentage points. This finding has profound consequences for the designing of election campaigns. From this perspective it becomes clear why the campaign managers of the right framed the legislatives as anti-cohabitation elections after winning the presidency. Besides mobilising their own electorate focussing the issue of cohabitation and highlighting its consequences on vote choice, if not persuading to switch sides, it, at least, induces cross-pressures for supporters of the left that can be convinced that cohabitation is a bad idea for France. This was likely to prove successful for supporters of the left as targeted audience since the left had come out against cohabitation early on (Chiroux, 2001a: 94; Schrameck, 2001: 23) . Thus, campaigning on this issue seems to demobilise supporters of the left if their regime and partisan preferences are not in line with one another. This might be all the more consequential, of course, when the lower the respondent's political efficacy or political interest is or the more alienated the respondent feels from the political parties. Given lower than average values on the efficacy or interest scales (or higher than average values on the alienation scale) the cross-pressures from conflicting partisan and regime preferences might be already enough to tip the see-saw to the abstention side.
We, again, use some statistical simulations that allow us to be more precise about the magnitude of this cross-pressure effect and the conditions that might drive an otherwise average voter into abstention. In order to do that we simulate the predicted probability of two classes of hypothetical voters. These voters have an average value on the ideology scale and the same socioeconomic status throughout. Their values on age, income and education are set to the sample mean. 28 Moreover, since the cross-pressure effect is anti-symmetric and only applies to supporters of the left, we simulate only the probability to turn out for supporters of the left. For the first class of voters, we assume that their regime preferences are in line with their partisan preference, that is, they prefer cohabitation while for the second class we assume that they face partisan-regime cross-pressure effects. Finally, we generate predicted probabilities for both classes of supporters of the left conditional on characteristics of the anti-political dimension. In Figure 9 .1 we plot these probabilities if we move all three variables of this dimensionpolitical efficacy, political interest and alienation (more precisely: 1-alienation) -simultaneously from their minimum (at 0) to their maximum (at 1).
These simulations make transparent the nature of the cross-pressure effect for average supporters of the left. Across the entire range of efficacy, interest as well as alienation the probability to turn out for supporters of the left is lower when partisan and regime preferences conflict. Values above the 50 per cent reference line indicate that our model predicts that these supporters of the left will actually turn out while for supporters that fall below that line we predict that they will abstain. While there is not much of a difference for supporters of the left if they score either very high or very low on efficacy, interest and alienation the cross-pressure effect resulting from conflicting regime and partisan preferences becomes in fact consequential for tipping the see-saw to the abstention side. From the above graph we can see that for an average supporter of the left scoring between 0.25 and 0.35 on the efficacy and interest scale and scoring 0.65 ( = 1 − 0.35) and 0.75 (1 − 0.25) on the alienation scale it makes a substantive difference in their decision-making process whether to go to the polls. If such voters get persuaded that cohabitation is a bad idea for France they feel crosspressured enough to be demobilised. The consequence is that they will no longer turnout. How strong does this partisan-regime cross-pressure effect actually get? Since we model the decision to turn out at the polls as a logit model, this effect is non-linear by design. The magnitude of this effect is conditional on all other independent variables in the model. Figure 9 .2 provides an overview about the magnitude of these effects.
The magnitude of this effect is the difference in predicted probability to turn out between the two classes of supporters of the left, that is, the predicted probability of the no cross-pressure class minus the one of the class facing this cross-pressure situation. Given certain values of the independent variables this effect can be substantially strong. Based on the scenario we defined in our simulations above we find that the difference in predicted probability for two average supporters of the left can rise up to 20 percentage points alone and averages still at even more Figure 9 .2 How strong is the cross-pressure effect on the probability to turnout? 0333_994191_13_cha09.fm Page 168 Thursday, September 11, 2003 5:44 PM than 10 percentage points. In general we can see that the cross-pressure effect seems to be much more consequential for supporters of the left that score low on efficacy and interest, and high on alienation. The effect rapidly decreases for values of efficacy and interest above 0.5 (and below 0.5 for alienation). Apparently, supporters of the left that are high in efficacy and have a strong interest in politics but are not strongly alienated from the political parties seem to be better equipped to deal with the indifference between their partisan and regime preferences such that they are able to decide that they turn out -no matter what. Since the cost of casting a ballot for a candidate of the political right might be too high, abstention seems to be a systematic way out, particularly for supporters of the left that face such a cross-pressure situation. Thus regime preferences do have a substantive impact on a voter's decision to turn out at the polls that can complement well-known rival explanations.
To be sure, all the factors describing the anti-political dimension of the universe of explanations have an even greater impact on an individual's decision-making process to turn out. For an otherwise average respondent (all other variables are set to their sample mean) the predicted probability based on our turnout model decreases by about 11 percentage points if political interest decreases from its maximum to its minimum. The substantive impact of political efficacy and alienation is even stronger. Compared to an otherwise average respondent high in political efficacy, an average voter low in political efficacy is almost 24 percentage points less likely to turn out. The difference between average respondents who are high and low alienated is 31 percentage points. Partisan alienation, thus, exerts the strongest effect in our model.
To sum up, regime preferences have predictable implications on a voter's decision-making process. The impact of regime preferences on a voter's decision to turn out does have a substantive impact for supporters of the left as hypothesised, if their attitudes toward cohabitation stay in conflict to their partisan preferences. Although this effect is not stronger than the ones from the anti-political dimension, the partisan-regime cross-pressure effect, in fact, does operate in addition to them. Moreover, since these cross-pressures affect turnout asymmetrically, abstention has important consequences on the outcome of the election (Fauvelle-Aymar et al. 2000: 398) . Thus, the cross-pressure effect we identify is not only of theoretical interest but also becomes substantively meaningful given its magnitude for a particular segment of partisans of the left whose partisan and regime preferences are conflicting.
Conclusion
The universe of explanations of turnout is clearly multidimensional. Consistent with prior research in the political behaviour literature on turnout, we find that factors like political efficacy, political interest and low alienation strongly predict turnout. Socioeconomic factors, however, do not add much explanatory power above and beyond efficacy, interest and alienation.
Based on assumptions that conflicting partisan and regime preferences exert cross-pressures we expected that it is more likely for eligible voters to abstain if their partisan and regime preferences stay in contrast to one another than for those voters whose partisan and regime preferences are consistent, that is, they pull the voter in the same direction. Controlling for various rival explanations we find evidence supporting these hypotheses for supporters of the left. Supporters of the left preferring unified government are more likely to abstain than supporters of the left preferring cohabitation. However, we could not find an equivalent effect for supporters of the right. Thus supporters of the right preferring cohabitation are not more likely to abstain than supporters of the right preferring unified government. Abstention from indifference based on conflicting partisan and regime preferences yields an asymmetric crosspressure effect in favour of the political right since supporters of the left got demobilised.
Does this come as a surprise? On the one hand, the political leaders of the left had declared for a long time that cohabitation would damage the Republic's institutions. It was very difficult for the left to change their discourse after their failure at the presidential election and to actually praise the advantages of a future cohabitation. Certain attempts, in fact, lacked credibility. On the other hand, the left was presumably not perceived strong and unified enough for supporters of the right to let their regime preferences play out strongly if they prefer cohabitation despite their partisan preferences. Thus it is likely that regime preferences of these supporters of the right have not been a credible alternative decision criterion. Consequently there is no cross-pressure situation if the implications of their regime preferences are not strong enough to stay in conflict with their partisan preferences. Even if some supporters of the right felt cross-pressured overcoming them, it has the added bonus that it also minimises the success of the extreme right in the parliamentary elections as well.
In single-member district systems parties' mobilisation capacity can be decisive for the electoral outcomes (Dolez, 2002) . In competitive races, since the winner takes it all, mobilisation of just a few per cent of voters can play a decisive role. Our simulations show that the crosspressure effects from holding regime and partisan preferences that are not in line with one another are strongest for voters with below average values on political efficacy and interest as well as above average values on the alienation scale. In order to study these effects for the outcome of the election we suspect that abstention caused by these cross-pressure effects might be much more consequential in certain constituencies than in others. In order to assess the electoral impact of this type of abstention we need to classify in future research constituencies with voters exerting high and low levels of political efficacy, alienation and political interest. Supposedly, in a bourgeois suburb of Paris we should find less impact of this type of abstention on the local election outcome than in socially more heterogeneous constituencies. Additionally, future research on this type of abstention is necessary, particularly in other political systems as well. The 2002 US midterm elections, for instance, seem to be a suitable case.
From a normative point of view the type of abstention that we detect in this chapter does not seem particularly problematic to us. Abstention from indifference based on individual psychological conflicts is not necessarily an indicator of a citizens 'dépolitisation' or a crisis of the political system. only about 8.4 per cent of respondent's expressed their intention to abstain or to vote 'blanc'. To repeat, the actual turnout rate at the first round of elections was 35.6 per cent. 16. Considering a possible future cohabitation, to which of these opinions do you feel closer? 17. (a) Cohabitation is good for France; (b) Cohabitation is bad for France. 18. When the survey was designed the development of the UMP was not evident and we expected that voters still use familiar party labels as their political referents. 19. Respondents might also most prefer a party of the left and of the right at the same time. We interpret this as a sign of indifference. See p.xx. 20. Even if a respondent most prefers a moderate (left or right) and an extreme party at the same time, he or she is coded as an extremist. Based on respondent's placement of parties on the 10-point likes/dislikes scale we divide up the electorate into 51 per cent supporters of the left, 31 per cent supporters of the right, 8 per cent extremists, and 10 per cent respondents without clear partisan preferences. 21. On the issue of voting behaviour of young voters in the 2002 elections, compare Muxel (2002) . 22. The intensity of partisan preferences has long been considered a strong predictor of electoral participation (Campbell et al. 1960: 97) . 23. These four efficacy items have an average inter-item correlation of 0.22 and the additive scale has an alpha reliability of 0.52. 24. Other reasons of abstention are difficult to operationalise since with our data we can neither focus on abstentions longitudinally nor does it permit to deeply investigate into local structures and the nature of the electoral competition at the constituency level. Since we are requesting the vote intention for the first round, the incentives for certain types of strategic abstention are supposedly absent. 25. We predict every sixth abstainer correctly, which is quite good given the skewed distribution of the dependent variable. 26. Based on a vote-choice model presented elsewhere (Gschwend and Leuffen, 2003) , we show that unanchored respondents with indifferent partisan preferences are more likely to end-up on the bandwagon and voting for the right. 27. We use CLARIFY (Tomz et al. 2001 ), a set of Stata ado-files, to carry out these simulations. 28. Thus, we fix ideology at 0.5, age at 44.5 years, education at 0.52 and income at 0.5.
